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EVALUATION OF SOIL LIQUEFACTION BY CONE
PENETRATION TEST (PART-II)

By 7oru SHiBATA

Synopsis
A review of field performance of sandy soil deposits during past earthquakes is conducted with
emphasis being placed on CPT gc-values and soil gradation. The empirical relationship separating
liquefiable and non-liquefiable conditions is presented in terms of dynamic shear stress ratio,
normalized gci-values, and fines content or mean grain size. The proposed CPT correlations are
compared with those presented by Robertson & Campanelia (1985). The proposed CPT
correlations are also evaluated using field data and laboratory test results from Canada and Japan.
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